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10202, Office of Management and
Budget, Washington, DC 20503.

Comments can also be submitted by
telephone at (202) 395–3084.

The NRC Clearance Officer is Brenda
Jo. Shelton, (301) 415–7233.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 17th day
of April 1995.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Gerald F. Cranford,
Designated Senior Official for Information
Resources Management.
[FR Doc. 95–9891 Filed 4–20–95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7590–01–M

Documents Containing Reporting or
Recordkeeping Requirements: Office
of Management and Budget (OMB)
Review

AGENCY: Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC).
ACTION: Notice of the OMB review of
information collection.

SUMMARY: The NRC has recently
submitted to the OMB for review the
following proposal for collection of
information under the provisions of the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980 (44
U.S.C. Chapter 35).

1. Type of submission, new, revision
or extension: New.

2. The title of the information
collection: NRC Survey: Handling of
Your Concern.

3. The form number if applicable:
NRC Form 592.

4. How often the collection is
required: Twice only (initial survey and
a followup survey).

5. Who will be required or asked to
report: Individuals who have submitted
allegations to the NRC.

6. An estimate of the number of
responses: 200.

7. An estimate of average burden per
response: 20 minutes.

8. An estimate of the total number of
hours needed to complete the
requirement or request: 67.

9. An indication of whether Section
3504(h), Pub. L. 96–511 applies: Not
applicable.

10. Abstract: NRC plans to conduct a
voluntary survey of individuals who
have submitted allegations to the NRC
to determine the effectiveness of its
existing program and to develop
training to address identified
deficiencies.

Copies of the submittal may be
inspected or obtained for a fee from the
NRC Public Document Room, 2120 L
Street, NW. (Lower Level), Washington,
DC 20555.

Comments and questions should be
directed to the OMB reviewer: Troy

Hillier, Office of Information and
Regulatory Affairs (3150– ), NEOB–
10202, Office of Management and
Budget, Washington, DC 20503.

Comments can also be submitted by
telephone at (202) 395–3084.

The NRC Clearance Officer is Brenda
J. Shelton, (301) 415–7233.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 7th day
of April, 1995.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Gerald F. Cranford,
Designated Senior Official for Information
Resources Management.
[FR Doc. 95–9892 Filed 4–20–95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7590–01–M

[Docket No. 50–278]

PECO Energy Company Public Service
Electric and Gas Company Delmarva
Power and Light Company, Atlantic
City Electric Company, Peach Bottom
Atomic Power Station, Unit 3;
Environmental Assessment and
Finding of No Significant Impact

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (the Commission) is
considering issuance of an exemption
from the requirements of Sections
III.D.2.(a) and III.D.3 of Appendix J to 10
CFR Part 50, to PECO Energy Company,
Public Service Electric and Gas
Company, Delmarva Power and Light
Company, and Atlantic City Electric
Company (the licensee), for the Peach
Bottom Atomic Power Station (PBAPS),
Unit 3, located at the licensee’s site in
York County, Pennsylvania.

Environmental Assessment

Identification of Proposed Action

The proposed action would grant an
exemption from 10 CFR Part 50,
Appendix J, Sections III.D.2.(a) and
III.D.3. Section III.D.2.(a) states, in part:
‘‘Type B tests, except tests for air locks,
shall be performed during reactor
shutdown for refueling, or other
convenient intervals, but in no case at
intervals greater than 2 years.’’ Section
III.D.3 states: ‘‘Type C tests shall be
performed during each reactor
shutdown for refueling but in no case at
intervals greater than 2 years.’’ The
exemption would allow a one-time 60-
day extension of the 2-year requirement.
Hence, this exemption would allow the
licensee to perform the testing in
Sections III.D.2.(a) and III.D.3 during
Unit 3’s Cycle 10 refueling outage
scheduled to begin no later than
September 30, 1995.

The proposed action is in accordance
with the licensee’s application for
exemption dated February 22, 1995.

Need for the Proposed Action

PBAPS, Unit 3 is utilizing a new core
design which allows the intervals
between reactor shutdowns for refueling
to extend beyond the maximum
allowable 2-year interval. Prior to the
current operating cycle, local leak rate
tests were performed in conjunction
with an operating cycle of 18 months.
Use of extended cycle core designs has
been recognized as a growing trend in
the industry as discussed in the staff’s
Generic Letter 91–04, ‘‘Changes in
Technical Specification Surveillance
Intervals to Accommodate a 24-Month
Fuel Cycle,’’ dated April 2, 1991. The
staff previously granted the licensee
license amendments to allow PBAPS,
Unit 3 to perform selected surveillances
on a 24-month interval (see Amendment
173 dated August 19, 1992, and
Amendment 182 dated August 2, 1993).
However, the regulations cited by the
licensee in the exemption request have
not been revised to reflect the use of a
24-month operating cycle. Therefore,
the licensee has requested an exemption
in order to avoid a premature shutdown
which would be needed to accomplish
the testing and to properly schedule the
testing during the refueling outage.

Environmental Impacts of the Proposed
Action

The Commission has completed the
evaluation of the proposed exemption
and concludes that this action would
not significantly increase the probability
or amount of expected primary
containment leakage; hence, the
containment integrity would be
maintained.

Based on the information presented in
the licensee’s application, the proposed
extended test interval would not result
in a non-detectable leakage rate in
excess of the value established by 10
CFR Part 50, Appendix J, or in any
changes to the containment structure or
plant systems. Consequently, the
probability of accidents would not be
increased, nor would the post-accident
radiological releases be greater than
previously determined. Neither would
the proposed exemption otherwise
affect radiological plant effluents.
Accordingly, the Commission concludes
that this proposed action would result
in no significant radiological
environmental impact.

With regard to potential non-
radiological impacts, the proposed
exemption does not affect non-
radiological plant effluents and has no
other environmental impact. Therefore,
the Commission concludes that there
are no significant non-radiological
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